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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 


An Open Letter to Ted Nugent: 
’’The Day I’ll Join the NRA” 

By Aaron Zelman 

Dear Ted, 

First, I thank you for the work 
you have done, and are doing, for the 
Second Amendment. You have used 
your talent and celebrity to fight for our 
freedoms. 

Additionally, you are a member 
of the Board of Directors of the National 
Rifle Association. So this letter is 
directed to you in strictly that capacity. 
Why? Because I believe that you will 
listen. And you have the standing and 
respect within the NRA to actually do 
something regarding the issues I’d like 
to bring to your attention. 

We at JPFO recently received 
a letter from a very articulate fellow who 
took the vast majority of gun owners to 
task for not being NRA members. He 
rightly points out that there are more 
than eighty million gun owners and only 
five million members of any pro-gun 
organization, the NRA obviously being 
the largest. 

I could not fault him on his 
spirit or personal philosophy. What 
bothered me was that he was asking me 
to join the NRA. 

Ted, the day I’ll join the NRA 

is... 

1. When the NRA announces that the 
police have NO LEGAL DUTY to protect 
the average American citizen. Time after 
time, our courts have upheld this. If 
every American understood this, we 
would see gun ownership, and Second 
Amendment awareness, burgeon across 
our nation. The tide would resolutely 
turn in our favor. 

One of JPFO’s finest projects 
was the book “Dial 911 and Die”. It is 
meticulously documented with court 
cites. Why didn’t the NRA publish this 
material for nationwide distribution? 


2. When the NRA aggressively presses 

to abolish all concealed carry permit 
laws. How has an unalienable right to 
self-defense been demoted to a 
revocable government granted 

privilege? Yes, it’s a victory for gun 
owners when a State like Minnesota 
finally allows registered carry, but we 
must see it for what it still is: an un¬ 
constitutional infringement on our G-d* 
given right to self-defense. (*Out of 
respect, observant Jews do not write out 
the name of the Almighty in secular 
texts.) 

3. When the NRA calls for the complete 
disbanding of the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives 
(BATFE). The BATFE’s criminal acts 
crested like a bloody wave with the 
horrific deceit and treachery the agency 
displayed at Ruby Ridge, Idaho, and at 
Waco, Texas. JPFO has produced a 
documentary called “The Gang” about 
how, with deliberate regularity, the 
BATFE criminally harasses honest gun 
owners. 

Did you know that President 
Ronald Reagan actually wanted to 
dismantle the then “BATF”? Who 
stopped him? The NRA! See this Time 
Magazine article that reports this 
hypocrisy. The NRA has publicly stated 
that it wants to “work with” BATFE to 
punish the criminal use of guns, see: 
copy of NRA response letter. We don’t 
need these bucket headed, jack booted 
paramilitary goons. Let the local police, 
county sheriff, State police, or the FBI, 
do what they were assigned and sworn 
to do in the first place. 

On top of that, there’s the 
“firearms” in BATFE title. This means 
“gun control”, and every single threat to 
our freedom that comes along with it. 

NEXT: I’ll join the NRA... 

4. When the NRA works tirelessly to 
abolish, the “Gun Control Act of 1968”. 


NRA lawyers actually helped to write 
this piece of totalitarian legislation. 
JPFO was the first to expose “GCA ‘68” 
for what it was: a near carbon copy of 
the Nazi German gun laws of the 1930s. 
See: JFPO's "Gun Control" Gateway 
to Tyranny. 

The NRA needs to go on an 
Obama style apology tour of every 
State, and personally confess this sin to 
American gun owners. And then repent. 

Gun registration (brought to 
you by GCA ’68) is intolerable in a free 
society. In Nazi Germany, Jews were 
forced to identify themselves with a 
yellow star. In America, our citizens are 
forced to identify their ownership of 
firearms with a form called a “4473” and 
concealed weapon permits. 

Now, a centralized database of 
all gun owners and their firearms’ serial 
numbers is just a mouse click away. The 
BATFE claims it would never do this. 
But they are already doing it with their 
phony 'eTrace' program. They actually 
share information about American gun 
owners with foreign governments! 

5. When the NRA quits kowtowing to 
authoritarian police bureaucrats and 
takes a no compromise stand against 
the increasing paramilitarization of our 
local and State law enforcement 
agencies. 

It’s time to quit building a 
standing army in America, 
masquerading as local SWAT teams 
and hooded “tactical units”. Federal 
money is lavishly splashed at these 
local law enforcement agencies. And, as 
we all know, payback day cannot be far 
away. 

When push comes to shove, 
can we depend on local cops who have 
been suckling at the Federal teat, and 
attending Federal brainwashing 
seminars? 







The NRA has to get in the face 
of all local police and ask them, point 
blank: “Will you ever assist in the 
disarming of the American citizenry?” 
Any cop who answers in the affirmative 
must be drummed out of the ranks. 

“To Protect and Serve” does 
not mean “To Disarm and Enslave”. 

Aaron Zelman is the late 
founder and director of Jews for the 
Preservation of Firearms Ownership. 

Ted Nugent is a rock musician 
who has sold more than 30 million 
records. 

Ed.: we’ll publish Zelman’s 
other reasons next month. 

Senator Wants Gun Control for 
EPA Agents 

WASHINGTON - The first 
legislative act by Alaska's new senator, 
Dan Sullivan (R), turns out to be a gun 
control measure -- but one that will only 
affect federal agents. 

Sullivan is hoping to ban police 
officers who work for the Environmental 
Protection Agency from carrying 
firearms. 

"When the EPA initially was 
stood up, it didn't have employees who 
were armed," Sullivan said Monday. 

He is framing his amendment 
as a first step toward reducing the scope 
of the federal government. In particular, 
Sullivan said, members of the EPA's 
Criminal Investigation Division have 
shown a tendency to overstep their 
authority. He pointed to a clean water 
inspection at a remote Alaskan gold¬ 
mining settlement, in which EPA agents 
angered a group of miners by showing 
up armed and wearing body armor. 

In response, the agency said 
its police officers should be armed just 
like any other law enforcement officers. 

Sullivan doesn't seem inclined 
to keep his efforts confined to the EPA. 

"There's a lot of people who 
are concerned about certain agencies 
that have grown in terms of 
responsibilities, who are armed," 
Sullivan said. "The Department of 
Education has a SWAT team. Do we 
really need that? We don't think we 
need that with regard to EPA." 

But even if all Senate 
Republicans support him, he will still 
need six Democrats to cross the aisle, 
which at this time seems unlikely. 

- Huffington Post 1/28/2015 

Second Amendment protects 
dirk knives and police batons 

By Eugene Volokh 

So holds the Connecticut 
Supreme Court, in the just-released 
State v. DeCiccio. Here’s an excerpt of 


the reasoning as to police batons, which 
also applies in large measure to dirks: 

"This widespread acceptance 
of batons within the law enforcement 
community also supports the conclusion 
that they are not so dangerous or 
unusual as to fall outside the purview of 
the second amendment. To this end, the 
fact that police batons are inherently 
less lethal...than handguns, which 
clearly constitute “arms” within the 
meaning of the second amendment, 
provides further reason to conclude that 
they are entitled to constitutional 
protection....Indeed, expandable batons 
are intermediate force devices that, 
when used as intended, are unlikely to 
cause death or permanent bodily injury. 
For these reasons, we are persuaded 
that the police baton that the defendant 
had in his vehicle is the kind of weapon 
traditionally used by the state for public 
safety purposes and is neither so 
dangerous nor so unusual as to fall 
outside the purview of the second 
amendment’s right to keep and bear 
arms” 

The court also holds that the 
total ban on transporting such weapons 
in a vehicle violates the Second 
Amendment: "[Tjhe prohibition against 
transporting a dirk knife and a police 
baton to a new home constitutes a 
significant restriction on the right to 
possess those weapons in that new 
home. Indeed, aside from an outright 
ban on possessing those weapons, it is 
difficult to conceive of a greater 
abridgement of that right than a 
restriction that bars the use of a vehicle 
to transport either of those weapons 
from one home to another....Moreover, 
under § 29-38, it is unlawful for an 
ordinary citizen, like the defendant, to 
transport those weapons from the place 
of purchase to the purchaser’s home. As 
a consequence, the statute’s complete 
proscription against using a vehicle to 
transport the two protected weapons 
deprives their owner of any realistic 
opportunity either to bring them home 
after they have been purchased or to 
move them from one home to another. 
In fact, at oral argument before this 
court, the state acknowledged that, in 
light of that statutory prohibition, there 
may be no lawful means of doing 
either.... 

“Post -Heller case law supports 
the commonsense conclusion that the 
core right to possess a protected 
weapon in the home for self-defense 
necessarily entails the right, subject to 
reasonable regulation, to engage in 
activities necessary to enable 
possession in the home. Thus, the safe 
transportation of weapons protected by 
the second amendment is an essential 


corollary of the right to possess them in 
the home for self-defense when such 
transportation is necessary to effectuate 
that right.... 

“We conclude that the state 
has not provided sufficient reason for 
extending the ban on transporting dirk 
knives and police batons to a scenario, 
like the present one, in which the owner 
of those weapons uses his vehicle to 
move them from a former residence to a 
new one." 

The court’s holding that the 
right to bear arms includes non-firearms, 
such as knives and batons, is consistent 
with the bulk of modern precedent on 
the subject; for other cases striking 
down bans on such weapons, see State 
v. Griffin, 47 A.3d 487 (Del. 2012) 
(knives); People v. Yanna, 824 N.W.2d 
241 (stun guns and Tasers); 1986 Fla. 
Op. Att’y Gen. 2 (stun guns and Tasers); 
State v. Delgado, 692 P.2d 610 (Or. 
1984) (switchblades); State v. Blocker, 
630 P.2d 824 (Or. 1981) (billy clubs); 
State v. Kessler, 614 P.2d 94 (Or. 1980) 
(billy clubs); Barnett v. State, 695 P.2d 
991 (Or. Ct. App. 1985) (blackjacks). 
But see City of Seattle v. Evans (Wash. 
2014) (concluding that kitchen knives 
aren’t constitutionally protected, but not 
deciding about knives more broadly); 
State v. Swanton, 629 P.2d 98, 98 (Ariz. 
Ct. App. 1981) (holding that nunchakus 
are not arms, because “arms” is limited 
to “such arms as are recognized in 
civilized warfare and not those used by 
a ruffian, brawler or assassin.”) 

-www. washingtonpost.com 2014/12/16 

Eugene Volokh teaches at 
UCLA School of Law. 

“I don’t answer questions”: 
the power of remaining silent 

By Matt Agorist 

Many INNOCENT 

individuals have been imprisoned, or 
otherwise harmed, merely because 
they chose to answer questions asked 
by some Law Enforcement Officer or 
other government official. 

So it is very important to 
understand that the 5th Amendment 
right against self-incrimination protects 
the innocent more than the guilty. 

Because of the Supreme 
Court ruling in Salinas v. Texas [133 S. 
Ct. 2174, 186 L. Ed. 2d 376 (2013)] 
unless you specifically and clearly 
invoke the right to remain silent, 
anything you say or do not say, 
including your mannerisms at the time 
you stop talking, can be used against 
you. 

You actually have to state, 

“I do not answer questions.” 




Don’t concern yourself 
about whether Salinas applies in your 
particular situation. Just invoke your 5th 
Amendment right immediately, verbally, 
and clearly. 

Memorizing laws and 
statutes can go a long way; however, 
having a business card handy, that 
states your rights for you, is much more 
convenient, especially when under the 
stress of a police stop. 

Here is a good example of 
what that business card should look 
like: 

Side 1: 

“I hereby invoke and refuse to waive all 
of the following rights and privileges 
afforded to me by the United States 
Constitution. I invoke and refuse to 
waive my 5th Amendment right to 
Remain Silent. I invoke and refuse to 
waive my 6th Amendment right to an 
attorney of my choice. I invoke and 
refuse to waive my 4th Amendment 
right to be free from unreasonable 
searches and seizures. If I am not 
presently under arrest, or under 
investigatory detention, please allow 
me to leave.” 

Side 2: 

“Officer, I Assert My Fifth Amendment 
Rights As Stated On This Card. 
Pursuant to the law, as established by 
the United States Supreme Court, my 
lawyer has advised me not to talk to 
anyone and not to answer questions 
about any pending criminal case or any 
other civil, administrative, judicial, 
investigatory or adjudicatory matter. 
Following his advice, I do not wish to 
talk to anyone about any criminal, civil, 
administrative, judicial, investigatory or 
adjudicatory matter, without my lawyer 
present. I waive no legal rights, nor 
give any consents, nor submit to any 
tests or other procedures, without my 
lawyer present. I ask that no one 
question or talk to me, without my 
lawyer here to advise me.” 

-- http://thefreethoughtproject.com Dec. 
1,2014 

The false argument about the 
“Act of 1871” 

By Larry Becraft 

For several years now, certain 
groups and websites like 
Worldnewsstand have advocated an 
argument that the "federal" government 
was created as a municipal corporation 
via an act of February 21, 1871. The 
truth is otherwise. 

There is a history regarding the 
formation of Washington, D.C. The 
Constitution specifically provides for the 
formation of a district, 10 miles square, 
to be the seat of the federal 


government; see Art. 1, § 8, cl. 17. 
When the Constitution was ratified, the 
de facto seat of that government was in 
Philadelphia. The Residence Act of 
1790 (1 Stat. 130, July 16, 1790), 
started the process of establishing the 
District of Columbia; in the interim, the 
government continued to meet in 
Philadelphia. On December 19, 1791, 
Maryland adopted "An Act concerning 
the territory of Columbia, and the City of 
Washington," which ceded lands and 
jurisdiction for the Maryland part of the 
District. President Washington played a 
critical role in the selection of the actual 
site of the District, as well as laying out 
the plans for the city. Finally, on 
February 27, 1801, 2 Stat. 103, 

Congress adopted an act concerning 
the District, and created two counties, 
Washington County on the Maryland 
side, and Alexandria County on the 
Virginia side. See amendments, 2 Stat. 
115, and 2 Stat. 193. On May 1, 1802, 
the then existing Board of 
Commissioners for the District was 
abolished, replaced with a 
superintendent under the control of the 
President; see 2 Stat. 175. On May 3, 
1802, Congress adopted an act to 
incorporate the city of Washington, in 
the District; see 2 Stat. 195, and 
amendments at 2 Stat. 254 and 422. For 
some of the other acts regarding the 
District, see 3 Stat. 691,4 Stat. 294, and 
4 Stat. 517. 

This was the form of 
government for the District until 
February 21, 1871. On this date, 

Congress adopted a new act for the 
government of the District; see 16 Stat. 
419-429. As seen by a simple review of 
this act, it did not create a government 
for anything but the District of Columbia, 
and it certainly did not purport to be a 
government for "federal" citizens living in 
the States. Also posted here 
[http://home.hiwaay.net/~becraft/] are 
the first couple of pages from the 1873 
Revised Statutes for the District of 
Columbia. 

Scandal was the reason that 
this form of government for the District 
lasted only a mere 7 years. After the act 
of February 21, 1871, public officials of 
the District incurred tremendous debts 
for the District, eventually requiring 
Congress to in essence step in and take 
over that government. See 18 Stat. (Part 
3) 116, Ch. 337, for repeal of 1871 act. 
An act of June 11, 1878, 20 Stat. 102, 
provided "a permanent form of 
government for the District of Columbia." 
Much later, the District of Columbia 
Home Rule Act, Public Law 93-198, 87 
Stat. 777, approved December 24, 
1973, created the government for the 
District which exists today. 


What have the Supremes 
stated about the "Act of 1871"? In 
District of Columbia v. Camden Iron 
Works, 181 U.S. 453 (1901), the 
Supremes held: "June 20, 1874, an act 
was passed entitled An Act for the 
government of the District of Columbia, 
and for Other Purposes.' 18 Stat. 116, c. 
337. By this act, the government 
established by the act of 1871 was 
abolished and the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, was authorized to appoint a 
Commission, consisting of three 
persons, to exercise the power and 
authority vested in the governor and the 
board of public works, except as 
afterwards limited by the act." 

Those who assert some wild 
theory about Washington, D.C. are 
utterly wrong. They have invented a 
"different version" of history without 
bothering to check out the facts. 

Background: More than 13 
years ago, Lisa Guiliani posted an 
article on the Net which asserted that 
some unspecified federal law enacted in 
1871 created “USA, Inc.” or another 
corp with similar name. Sometime later, 
advocates of this contention noted that 
the law in question was the act of that 
year related to the form of govt 
Congress was creating for Washington, 
DC. Simply put, that particular act was 
in effect for only a few years before 
Congress repealed it, and a reading of 
that act shows that it did not created any 
corporation named “USA, Inc.” or 
anything similar. 

This argument has misled too 
many people for more than a decade. It 
causes this movement [the freedom 
movement] to appear to be composed of 
crackpots, idiots and flakes. 

-- Email from Larry becraft@hiwaay.net 
dated 1/27/2015 

Socialism in Action, Part I 

Venezuela has jailed the 
owners of an unnamed chain of shops 
accused of engineering queues to whip 
up anger with the socialist government, 
President Nicolas Maduro said on 
Sunday. 

Chronic shortages of basic 
goods, including flour, chicken and 
diapers, have triggered massive lines 
that have become a nightmare to 
navigate. 

Most economists blame the 
scarcity on currency controls that restrict 
dollars for imports, as well as falling 
domestic production. 

Maduro, however, accuses a 
rapacious business elite of waging an 
"economic war" to bring down his 
administration. 




"We came, we normalized 
sales, we summoned the owners, we 
arrested them and they're prisoners for 
having provoked the people," he said to 
cheers, adding that the state would take 
over the food stores. 

Authorities are also pressing 
charges against Venezuelan pharmacy 
chain Farmatodo for not opening 
enough check-out counters. 

"Those who use their stores to 
hurt the people will pay with jail time," 
said Madura, donning a tracksuit with 
his name sewn on and a camouflage 
hat. 

Critics have lampooned 
Madura for not pushing through major 
structural changes to combat the 
country's recession, over 60 percent 
inflation, and shaky finances. 

Madura, who won an election 
to replace his mentor, the late Hugo 
Chavez, in 2013, added he secretly 
toured the capital Caracas with his wife 
and close adviser Cilia Floresto to 
survey the situation at stores. 

— Reuters February 1,2015 

Socialism in Action, Part II? 
NFL gets billions in subsidies 

If you’re a U.S. taxpayer then 
you’re subsidizing the wildly profitable 
National Football League regardless of 
whether you’re a fan. 

The NFL is the most profitable 
pro sports league in the U.S., raking in 
an estimated $1 billion in profits on 
$10.5 billion in revenue last season. 

Those massive profits are 
made possible in part by the billions of 
taxpayer dollars that local governments 
spend on teams, coupled with tax 
breaks worth hundreds of millions. 

Here's a rundown: 

Stadium construction: Twenty new 
NFL stadiums have opened since 1997 
with the help of $4.7 billion in taxpayer 
funds, according to the advisory firm 
Conventions, Sports and Leisure. 

Two more stadiums now under 
construction in Minneapolis and Atlanta 
are being built with $700 million in 
government funds. 

Teams even get tax breaks on 
the money they actually do spend on 
construction. Most of that spending is 
financed with tax free municipal bonds, 
which were originally created by 
Congress to help fund roads and 
schools. 

A 2012 analysis by Bloomberg 
showed that U.S. sports teams will save 
$4 billion over the life of those bonds, 
with the NFL being the largest 
beneficiary. 

Hidden help: Elected officials vying for 
a team to come to their town often serve 


up discounted city services, such as 
utilities or police patrolling a stadium on 
game day. Teams also often get big 
breaks on their property taxes. 

Tax breaks for the NFL's biggest 
customer: Corporate America: NFL 
teams sell between $1.5 billion to $2 
billion worth of luxury and high-end club 
seats a year, according to the 
Association of Luxury Suite Directors. 
Almost all suites and club tickets are 
bought by corporate clients, which write 
the cost off as a business entertainment 
expense. 

Sponsors also spend about 
$190 million a year for the right to 
plaster a local venue with their logo, 
according to research firm IEG. Even 
when corporate names are hung on city- 
owned stadiums, the teams keep all 
those profits, not the cities. 

Not for profit: The NFL's not for profit 
status strikes critics as particularly 
unseemly, given its financial might. But 
it's categorized that way because the 
league's profits are distributed to each of 
the teams, rather than kept by the 
league itself. 

The league probably only 
saves about $10 million a year as a non¬ 
profit, according to Richard Phillips, 
research analyst with Citizens for Tax 
Justice, which is a rounding error for a 
league as profitable as the NFL. 

-CNN January 30, 2015 

Saudis Probably Funded 9/11 
Hijackers and the U.S. Won’t 
Do Anything about It. Here’s 
Why 

By Carl Gibson 

In the 1970s, the Saudis used 
their position as head of Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) 
to institute an oil embargo against the 
U.S. The embargo, which was done in 
protest of American support of the 
Israeli military, drove up gas prices, 
created record-long lines at the pump, 
and took a considerable amount of 
steam out of the U.S. economy. 
Because American politicians would 
never agree to stop funding Israel, a 
plan was hatched to become best 
friends with the Saudi Royal family. One 
of the men who put that plan into action 
was John Perkins, who documented his 
role in his bestselling autobiography, 
“Confessions of an Economic Hit Man”. 

During what Perkins called the 
“Saudi Arabian Money-Laundering Affair 
(SAMA),” the U.S. Treasury sent 
Perkins and his team of economists at 
the consulting firm Chas T. Main to 
Saudi Arabia. Perkins described his role 
in a 2004 interview with Democracy 
Now: 


“We worked out this deal 
whereby the Royal House of Saud 
agreed to send most of their petro¬ 
dollars back to the United States and 
invest them in U.S. government 
securities. The Treasury Department 
would use the interest from these 
securities to hire U.S. companies to 
build Saudi Arabia — new cities, new 
infrastructure — which we've done. And 
the House of Saud would agree to 
maintain the price of oil within 
acceptable limits to us, which they’ve 
done all of these years, and we would 
agree to keep the House of Saud in 
power as long as they did this, which 
we’ve done ....” 

This arrangement ensures a 
constant supply of cheap oil from Saudi 
Arabia to the U.S. as long as the U.S. 
government continues to back the Saudi 
royal family. This is why President 
Obama and many other top-level 
American dignitaries went to Saudi 
Arabia to pay their respects to the late 
King Abdullah, despite the deceased 
dictator’s well-documented reign of 
brutality that included public 
beheadings, public floggings, and other 
medieval punishments similar to those 
used by the ISIS terrorists we condemn. 

Since the cheap-oil-for- 
unconditional-support deal with Saudi 
Arabia was struck, the U.S. government 
has looked the other way at the Saudi 
royal family’s funneling their wealth to 
radical Islamists. A 2003 U.S. News and 
World Report cover story by David 
Kaplan explores how the Saudi royal 
family poured over $70 billion between 
1975 and 2002 into spreading 
fundamentalist [Sunni] Wahhabi Islam 
around the world in an effort to counter 
Iran’s [Shia] efforts. Of that $70 billion, 
Kaplan writes: 

“More than two thirds of that 
amount went to “Islamic activities” - 
building mosques, religious schools, and 
Wahhabi religious centers, says Alex 
Alexiev, a former CIA consultant on 
ethnic and religious conflict. The Saudi 
funding program, Alexiev says, is “the 
largest worldwide propaganda campaign 
ever mounted”. The Saudi weekly Ain 
al-Yaqeen last year reported the cost as 
“astronomical” and boasted of the 
results: some 1,500 mosques, 210 
Islamic centers, 202 colleges, and 
nearly 2,000 schools in non-lslamic 
countries.... U.S. officials now say that 
key charities became the pipelines of 
cash that helped transform ragtag bands 
of insurgents and jihadists into a 
sophisticated, interlocking movement 
with global ambitions.” 

The U.S.’s tenuous relationship 
with Saudi royalty may be upended after 
recent allegations made by Zacarias 




Moussaoui, the so-called 20th 9/11 
hijacker, that Saudi Arabia bankrolled 
Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda in the 
months leading up to 9/11. Lawyers for 
9/11 victims are claiming that along with 
Moussaoui’s revelations about a Saudi 
embassy official discussing a plot to 
assassinate President Clinton while he 
was aboard Air Force One, new 
evidence will soon emerge in two forms: 
Declassification of the secret 28 pages 
of the 9/11 Commission Report that 
details Saudi Arabia’s involvement in the 
attacks, and 80,000 pages of an FBI 
probe into Saudi funding of 9/11 
hijackers in Florida. 

Now that the biggest 
bombshells from Zacarias Moussaoui’s 
testimony are getting published in major 
news outlets like Reuters and the New 
York Times, the U.S. may no longer be 
able to turn a blind eye to Saudi Arabia’s 
sponsorship of terrorism. 

— readersupportednews.org 06 Feb 15 

Montana Anti-Foreign Law 
Legislation Introduced - 
Would Kill Sharia 

Montana State Sen. Janna 
Taylor has introduced S.199, the 
"Primacy of Montana Law," that would 
prohibit the use of foreign laws and 
customs from being considered in a 
Montana court of law. This is an anti- 
Sharia law bill modeled off similar 
legislation that has passed in Louisiana, 
Kansas and Tennessee. 

We now have groups that have 
come to this country with a ready-made 
model of society and government they 
believe to be superior to what we have 
here and are working to institute it. 

Islamic law, known as Sharia, 
contravenes American freedoms in 
numerous particulars. 

We have seen Sharia law in 
New Jersey. Back in July 2010, a 
Muslim raped his wife, and the judge 
determined that no sexual assault 
occurred because Islam forbids wives to 
refuse sex on demand from their 
husbands. Luckily, the appellate court 
overturned this decision, and a Sharia 
ruling by an American court was not 
allowed to stand—this time. But there 
have been over a hundred cases of 
Sharia jurisprudence in the US, and 
Jeffery Mittman of the ACLU has 
testified that "all have been overturned 
by a higher courts, therefore there is no 
problem since the American 
constitutional system worked." Of 
course, this begs the question of why 
should this have happened in the first 
place. Secondly, it is simply not true that 
all cases have been overturned. In fact, 
there are cases in CA and MD in which 


trial courts were overturned by appellate 
courts that turned the blind eye to the 
threat from Sharia. 

There are also ongoing 
initiatives to compel businesses to adopt 
Sharia norms. In March 2007, Target 
stores in Minneapolis shifted Muslim 
cashiers who refused to check out pork 
products to other jobs.[The Target 
example and others are taken from Pam 
Geller’s testimony before the Alaska 
legislature regarding their Foreign Law 
Bill; pamgeller.com/2011/03.] The J. B. 
Swift meat packing plant in Greeley, 
Colorado in September 2008 fired 
Muslim workers who turned violent and 
walked off their jobs when denied 
special break periods to end the 
Ramadan fast at the appointed time. 
The Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission sided with the Muslim 
workers and forced Swift to reinstate 
them. Ultimately, Swift added footbaths 
and bidets to its plant for the Muslim 
workers. Cab drivers in the Minneapolis 
airport several years ago tried to 
stipulate that they wouldn't carry 
passengers who had alcohol with them 
- passengers had to conform to Sharia 
law. 

In November 2008, a federal 
judge ordered Gold'n Plump, Inc., a 
chicken processing plant, to pay 
$365,000 to Somali Muslim workers for 
firing them for walking off the job to 
pray, and for making new hires sign a 
form acknowledging that they may have 
to handle pork on the job. And in 
February 2010, a group of Muslims in 
Colorado sued Wal-Mart, claiming that 
they were fired in order to provide jobs 
for local non-Muslims, and that they had 
been denied prayer breaks while on the 
job. Mind you, it is not necessary for a 
Muslim to pray at a certain time if 
necessity makes it impossible to do so. 
These actions are merely devices in 
which to impose Islam on non-believers. 
Prayer is not absolutely required on a 
strict schedule, and Muslim prayers are 
commonly "made up" after work or 
school. This is true even in Muslim 
countries. 

- freedomoutpost.com Feb. 10, 2015 

Nazi Gun Control Strategy: 
“Sporting Purpose” [1996] 

By Richard Stevens, JFPO Firearms 
Sentinel Editor 

“Gun control" is political 
strategy, not policy. President Clinton's 
administration proved it again on April 6 
when he announced a broader ban on 
the importation of certain semi¬ 
automatic rifles because they did not 
meet the requirements for "sporting 
use." These rifles weren't for "sporting 


use," according to the administration, 
because they could be fitted with "large" 
magazines or clips. 

This "sporting use" strategy 
was used before. The Nazi Weapons 
Law (18 March 1938) forbade 
importation of weapons under 
substantially the same test. Section 
25(1) of that Law proclaimed: "It is 
forbidden to manufacture ... and to 
import: Firearms which fold-down, 
break-down, are collapsible, or are 
speedily dismantled — beyond the 
common limits of hunting and sporting 
activities — ..." Section 21 of the Nazi 
Law (and its enforcing regulations) 
employed the "sporting use" exception 
also where they permitted licensed 
persons to carry "firearms, designed for 
— and usually used for — the hunting of 
fair game." 

Clinton cleverly dovetailed his 
autocratic gun ban with fear of crime, 
played on urban Americans' ignorance 
of firearms, and distanced ordinary 
people from gun owners, saying: 

“[Ojur administration has 
concluded that the import of assault 
weapons that use large-capacity military 
magazines should be banned. As 
everyone knows, you don't need an Uzi 
to go deer hunting. You don't need an 
AK 47 to go skeet shooting. These are 
military weapons, weapons of war. They 
were never meant for a day in the 
country, and they are certainly not 
meant for a night on the streets." 

To understand how the 
"sporting use" definition led to the 
Holocaust, how the same language was 
imported into the U.S. Gun Control Act 
of 1968, and how that language is 
bearing its vicious fruit now, get and 
read "Gun Control:" Gateway to 
Tyranny, available from JPFO at 
www.jpfo.org/GCA_68.htm 

When they brand us as "gun 
nuts" and "wackos" for standing up for 
our rights, remember an old friend 
whom nobody called a "right wing 
crazy." Among the most loved and 
popular liberal Democrats in modern 
American politics was the late Senator 
Hubert H. Humphrey. Senator 
Humphrey said: 

"Certainly one of the chief 
guarantees of freedom under any 
government, no matter how popular and 
respected, is the right of the citizens to 
keep and bear arms. This is not to say 
that firearms should not be carefully 
used and that definite safety rules of 
precaution should not be taught and 
enforced. But the right of the citizens to 
bear arms is just one guarantee against 
arbitrary government and one more 
safeguard against a tyranny which now 
appears remote in America, but which 




historically has proved to be always 
possible." 

And isn't that what the Second 
Amendment means, MR. CLINTON? 

To become a JPFO member, 
go to: http://www.jpfo.org/member.htm. 

Membership IS open to ALL 
Law abiding citizens. 

-JPFO April 7, 1998 

ATF Proposes Ban on AR-15 
Ammo: “Sporting Purpose” 
Gun Control Strategy [2014] 

By Reagan Wilson 

It looks like the current 
administration is back to its old tricks of 
seeking backdoor gun control that will 
only affect law abiding gun owners. The 
ATF is apparently in the process of 
attempting to ban a popular type of 
5.56mm round that is popular with AR- 
15 owners. 

Based on new proposed 
regulations, the ATF is essentially 
seeking a ban on the popular M855 
round (aka “green tip”). 

The NRA-ILA weighed in on 
the measure: “Now, BATFE has 
released a “Framework for Determining 
Whether Certain Projectiles are 
‘Primarily Intended for Sporting 
Purposes’ Within the Meaning of 18 
U.S.C. 921(a)(17)(c)”, which would 
eliminate M855’s exemption to the 
armor piercing ammunition prohibition 
and make future exemptions nearly 
impossible.” 

The ATF is accepting public 
comments on these proposed 
regulations through March 15th. 

If you’re in the market for 
this type of ammo we recommend 
checking out Wiki Arms, which is a 
realtime ammo search engine. 

— controversialtimes.com Feb. 14, 2015 

Negroes and the Gun: The 
Black Tradition of Arms 

Chronicling the 

underappreciated black tradition of 
bearing arms for self-defense, this book 
presents an array of examples reaching 
back to the pre—Civil War era that 
demonstrate a willingness of African 
American men and women to use 
firearms when necessary to defend their 


families and communities. From 
Frederick Douglass’s advice to keep “a 
good revolver” handy as defense 
against slave catchers to the armed self¬ 
protection of Monroe, North Carolina, 
blacks against the KKK chronicled in 
Robert Williams’s Negroes with Guns 
[sic] it is clear that owning firearms was 
commonplace in the black community. 

Nicholas Johnson points out 
that this story has been submerged 
because it is hard to reconcile with the 
dominant narrative of nonviolence 
during the civil rights era. His book, 
however, resolves that tension by 
showing how the black tradition of arms 
maintained and demanded a critical 
distinction between private self-defense 
and political violence. 

Johnson also addresses the 
unavoidable issue of young black men 
with guns and the toll that gun violence 
takes on many in the inner city. He 
shows how complicated this issue is by 
highlighting the surprising diversity of 
views on gun ownership in the black 
community. In fact, recent Supreme 
Court affirmations of the right to bear 
arms resulted from cases led by black 
plaintiffs. 

Surprising and informative, this 
well-researched book strips away many 
stock assumptions of conventional 
wisdom on the issue of guns and the 
black freedom struggle. 

- Book blurb on amazon.corn’s 
website 2/14/15 

“America's gun culture is often 
thought to be lily white. In this 
groundbreaking book, Nicholas 
Johnson shows how African 
Americans, from the abolitionists to the 
Deacons for Defense and Justice, have 
taken up arms time and again to fight 
for their rights and their lives. You'll 
never look at guns and the Second 
Amendment in the same way again." 
-Adam Winkler, professor of law, UCLA 
School of Law, author of Gunfight: The 
Battle over the Right to Bear Arms in 
America. 

Nicholas Johnson is professor 
of law at Fordham Law School. 

UN Soldiers in Action 

Since June 2004, Uruguay has 
maintained troops in Haiti as part of the 


United Nations police and military 
occupation force known as MINUSTAH, 
the French acronym for "United Nations 
International Mission for Stability in 
Haiti." Uruguay not only participates in 
MINUSTAH, it is the second-largest 
component of the force, by numbers, 
after Brazil. 

Uruguay must purchase its 
own weapons and equipment. The UN 
pays for the maintenance of equipment 
during its time in operation. A 
Uruguayan soldier earns $400 per 
month; if he goes abroad on a mission, 
he earns a total of $1,000 thanks to the 
stipend paid by the UN. The financial 
incentive for soldiers to volunteer 
abroad is thus very considerable. An 
added incentive is the right to travel to 
Europe or North America on UN-issued 
visas. 

Military officers, who already 
earn very high salaries, pensions and 
additional funds, also boost their 
salaries when they go on missions.... 

Uruguayan forces in Haiti have 
displayed the worst forms of conduct. 
There has been corruption in military 
purchases and ineptitude of military 
aviators, causing a crash with fatal 
consequences (the ministry of defense 
falsified the record of flying hours of 
pilots serving in Haiti to have their 
credentials accepted by the UN). The 
whole world viewed on the internet the 
scandalous images of Uruguayan 
soldiers anally raping a young Haitian at 
a Uruguayan naval base in Haiti. That 
has turned out to be the lasting image of 
Uruguay in Haiti.... 

The challenge facing the 
Uruguayan government in a withdrawal 
from Haiti is to first get a pledge from 
the UN for "new work for the guys." 

— "Uruguay in Haiti: The 
Poorest President of a Mercenary 
Army?" by Fernando Moyano 
www.truth-out.org 11 Feb. 2015 

Ed.: Cholera traced to a strain 
found in Bangladesh and brought to 
Haiti by Nepalese UN soldiers has led to 
more than 8,000 Haitian deaths as of 
2013, according to Wikipedia. 
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